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All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 


{ 1 ) Mr. Richard J. Torrien (Applicant) 


(2) Ms. Jaen Andrews (Applicants' Representativ e) 
Date of Interview Jan 16, 2003 


(3) Robert J. Popovics (Exnnvncr) 
(4) 


Type: a) X Telephonic b} Video Conference 

i c) Personal [copy is given to 1) applicant 2) applicant's representative] 

I Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d) Yes e)X No. If yes, bnef description: 


Claim(s) discussed: All^ 


Identification of prior art discussed: 
Gore ( U.S. 5,948,266) 


Agreement with respect to the claims f) was reached. g)X was not reached, h) N-A. 

I Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was reached, or 
any other comments: 

i Mr. Terrien compared his invention to Gore. He asserted that the device of Gore would block quickly when addre ssing 

I contaminated fluid that his device is degisgn to handle (i.e., liquid mixtures wi th solid contamin ants), due to t he 

I presence of a pivoting mechanical weir. Additionally, he emphasized that his inve nt ion did not employ onboard su mps, ! 

i ball asting, or pumps - which would serve to emulsify the fluid m ixture bt 'ing treate d. Additiona lly, Mr. Terrien i ndicated i 

that his device was more portable than that of Gore, and could gain access to fac ilit ies that the dev ice of Gore co uld no I, 
: due to its size. Furthermore, IVIr Terrien asserted that the device of Go/ e required a lon g "set-up" time, whereas his 
I device did not, nor did His device require treatment by the mater ials disc losed by G ore. The E xaminer Cfuphasized iha t 
I the la nguage of the claims must be given its broadest reasonable inter pn ' tation (e.g., "industrial ac t ivity"). The Examiner 
1 pointed out that col. 4, lines 6-8 taught manipulation of the " con duit, " without inc lu sion of < t fl^_ndJ^^\_y^llG^ s 

: (A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render tne claims 
! allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims allowable is ■ 
available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

I i} it is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview (if box is checked). 

I Unless the paragraph above has been checked, THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST 

■ INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. (See MPEP section 71 3.04) . If a reply to the last Office action has 

i already been filed, APPLICANT IS GIVEN ONE MONTH FROM THIS INTERVIEW DATE TO FILE A STATEMENT OF THE I 

I SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview requirements on reverse side or on attached I 


Extifntfier Nu!c: You nuist yicjfi ttiis fortn unless it is 
HM AttHcfunenT To a sicjntui OfficR action. 



ROBERT J. POPOVICS 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 


Examiner's signature, if required 
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